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time-if memories of collective violence and victimization are widely shared within a population: "Wars are fought from memory, and they are often fought over memory, over the power to establish one group's view of the past as a legitimate one" (Schr6der and Schmidt 2001:9) .
While the distribution of memories varies within any population (Barth 1987; Rodseth 1998) , it tends to be sharply uneven between populations: "Some communities can boast a rich or well-documented, and eventful, ethnic past; others can only summon up the barest memories and sketchiest traditions" (Smith 1999:17) . What is remembered, furthermore, is not always obvious, especially when discussion of key events is restricted within the realm of public discourse (Burke 1989:108-10; Watson 1994 ). Yet memories of violence and victimization often survive in unofficial or covert traditions, especially within local communities and families. Such traditions tend to be publicly invisible because they represent a form of historical knowledge produced and disseminated outside the historical guild. In many cases, as Trouillot (1995:21) points out, "those to whom history mattered most have looked for historical interpretations on the fringes of academia when not altogether outside it." This is the terrain that must be entered if we are to understand the symbolic resources of ethnic and religious leaders and the often powerful reactions of their followers. . We need to know more about these political entrepreneurs, and specifically about their manipulations of historical knowledge. A less familiar but equally important figure is what we call the political "closer"-a leader who attempts to reconcile contending groups, often on the basis of historicalforgetting rather than remembering. Closers, in other words, set out to bury the past, even if justice has not been served.
ENTREPRENEURS AND CLOSERS

Much
Both styles of leadership are familiar from the history of Yugoslavia. Here, in the 1990s, political entrepreneurs such as Milosovic and Tudjman were able to tap a vast reservoir of local memory, which was then redeployed to serve their own ends. Tito, by contrast, had been the quintessential closer: to forge a multiethnic state, he had insisted on the systematic forgetting of events that had traumatized, glorified, and helped to define each of Yugoslavia's peoples (Ballinger 2003; Bringa 2004; Denich 1994; Hayden 1994; Ignatieff 1993) .
In this sense, Tito put into practice the philosophy of Ernst Renan, who wrote in 1882 that "the essence of a nation is that all individuals have many things in common, and also that they have forgotten many things" (1990:11). Renan 
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To establish harmony in a pluralistic society, the forgetting of key events may be enforced by official decree, as in the case of Tito's Yugoslavia. When this approach falls short, however, it tends to impose a state of "antagonistic tolerance" between former enemies (Hayden 2002 Yet, scattered through the towns and villages of the republics of Croatia and Bosnia-Herzegovina, through the Titoist decades, were the pigeon-caves and other unmarked burial sites where the local villagers who survived the massacres quietly remembered the dead and the horror of that time, but were discouraged by the Communist authorities from opening the sites and removing the remains for proper reburial according to Orthodox rituals.
To "remember the dead" was to act on a certain body of knowledge, to cast it in a particular communicative medium (Alexander 2004; Barth 2002 ). For state officials, the preferred medium was the permanent memorial intended to close off discussion of the past by imposing a collective amnesia about the specific identities of those who had committed the massacres as well as those who had been killed. For the villagers, on the other hand, establishment of their own memorials was not an option. To eulogize their loved ones, they could communicate only with their trusted neighbors or immediate family members, using the informal and inconspicuous media of everyday life. Only after Tito's death in 1980 would it become possible to rebury the dead, as Serbian nationalists allied with the Orthodox Church to sponsor mass funerals in Belgrade, some of them televised throughout Yugoslavia (Bringa 2004; Hayden 1994).
As this example suggests, "entrepreneurs" and "closers" often coexist in an uneasy balance that may tip in one direction or another with the shifting political winds. In fact, these are not so much stable types of political actors as they are modes of political action. Over the course of a career or even a political season, the same person may operate first as an entrepreneur, then as a closer, and then perhaps as an entrepreneur once again. Each mode, furthermore, is likely to involve both commemoration-the recognition and celebration of certain events that are taken to embody fundamental values (Schwartz 1982 :377)-and interrogation-efforts to test the credibility of received historical narratives because, in a period of controversy or crisis, it matters whether these stories are fact or fiction (Trouillot 1995:11) . These two processes may be in tension with each other, as some factions seek to recollect while others seek to question the same historical events. To investigate this kind of tension, we turn to an extraordinarily violent event that once seemed forgotten but has now resurfaced in American memory.
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On September 11, 1857, all the adults and most of the children on a wagon train bound for California were murdered in the remote valley of Mountain Meadows, Utah (Figure 1) . The perpetrators were local Mormon militiamen, who may have been assisted by Southern Paiutes or other Native Americans from the surrounding area (Bagley 2002; Brooks 1962 Brooks [1950 ). The victims were members often or more extended families, including the Bakers and the Fanchers, who had departed five months earlier from their homes in northwestern Arkansas. The men of the company were shot, while the women and children were bludgeoned to death (Novak and Kopp 2003) . The 17 survivors were all toddlers or infants, whose lives had been spared because they were deemed not "old enough to talk" (Brooks 1962 (Brooks [1950 :81). In any case, militiaman John D. Lee (1818-1877) was the only person brought to trial, and it would be twenty years after the massacre before he was convicted and executed by firing squad (Table 1) (Bigler 1998; MacKinnon 1984) . According to the classic study by Brooks (1962 Brooks ( [1950 :219), the Baker-Fancher wagon train happened to enter Utah while the territory was in the grip of "war frenzy," and the reckless behavior of some riders on the train only tended "to fan that frenzy and provoke added violence." Utah Mormons, according to this interpretation, were convinced that federal authorities intended to punish or exterminate their kind and that the Baker- Some such concept has been a consistent element of modern nationalism, but its meaning has also shifted from one historical setting to another. In any given setting, what seems to be pivotal is the image of some third party as the "real enemy"-the "other" against whom a fraternal identity can be formed. As the image of the enemy changes, so does the sense of fraternity-and even the sense of whose story is being told (Clifford 1997:338-41).
The case of Mountain Meadows is fascinating and vexing because the social boundaries within which the story has been told, and thus the assumptions that have guided both narrators and their audiences, have shifted several times since 1857. Until recent years, the vast majority of the Mountain Meadows literature was written from a Utah Mormon point of view. Even within this hegemonic perspective, what could be assumed about "us" and "them" was extremely unstable. Once it seemed plausible to construe the event as an Indian massacre.' If this tactic had succeeded, the two white factions might have reconciled at the expense of a subaltern group, much as they did in the aftermath of the Civil War (Blight 2001). Later, with the arrest and conviction of John D. Lee, tensions developed between the Mormon metropolis and its still tiny satellites in southern Utah. Meanwhile, there were ongoing attempts to find fault with the Arkansans themselves.
More than a century passed before an Arkansas version of the story began to get a wide hearing. The simplest explanation for this is demographic: most of the potential narrators from Arkansas had been killed. It should also be pointed out that the Mormon Church controlled a newspaper (The Deseret News, founded in 1850), a university (BYU, founded in 1875), and an increasingly centralized bureaucracy that thrived on historical and genealogical information. Well into the twentieth century, the Church was able to overwhelm the few alternative accounts generated by the massacre victims or their relatives (Greenhaw 1938; Mitchell 1940 ). This began to change only around 1950. Let us turn, then, to the victims' descendants and the process by which they came to share and act upon a memory of collective violence.
THE CARRIER GROUP
In an illuminating discussion of cultural trauma, Jeffrey C. Alexander (2004) argues that the key analytical question is how a sense of suffering comes to be shared by a group much larger than the immediate circle of victims and their kin. To be cultural, in other words, a trauma must be vividly represented and communicated to a wide audience, including many who were not directly affected by the traumatic event.2 The original set of sufferers is described by Alexander (2004:11) as a "carrier group," based on Weber's notion of ethnic or religious activists with "particular discursive talents for articulating their claims." Such a group is not necessarily powerful, privileged, or highly educated, but tends to capitalize on whatever narrative resources are at hand.
In the case of Mountain Meadows, the victims' relatives were an especially unlikely carrier group. The wagon train itself was just a loose collection of families, neighbors, and friends. Their next of kin were concentrated in the Ozarks region of northwestern Arkansas, but not necessarily in close association. Within a few years of the massacre, these same communities were overrun by guerillas and bushwhackers from both sides of the Civil War. Many households that had remained intact were now uprooted or decimated (Blevins 2002:31):
Sharply divided between northern and southern sympathies, the Ozarks became a dangerous, lawless land abandoned not only by the men going to war but also by scores of their families looking for safer homes free from the unofficial bands of Union and Confederate sympathizers who sought out their enemies and their enemies' families in the isolated backcountry.
The cataclysms of the 1860s tended to overshadow any memory of Mountain Meadows. Only those whose close friends or loved ones had perished on the wagon REMEMBERING MOUNTAIN MEADOWS 11 train were likely to dwell on this particular atrocity, however shocking it had seemed in 1857.
Emigration was another factor that fragmented the carrier group and disrupted the transmission of oral histories within and between families. Around 1910, the Ozarks began to lose population (Gregory 1989 (Gregory , 2005 . This process accelerated after World War I and reached a crescendo in the 1930s and 1940s. The bulk of the emigrants were farmers, and by the mid-twentieth century Arkansas had lost 52% of its agricultural labor force. More than a million "Arkies" and "Okies" ended up in California, while another two million were scattered across Arizona, New Mexico, Oregon, and Washington (Gregory 1989:6-7). Many relatives of the massacre victims joined this wave of migration and fell out of regular contact or lost touch altogether with their Arkansas kin. The "carrier group" was collapsing.
At In the first place, of course, the speaker's audience must be members of the carrier group itself. If there is illocutionary success, the members of this originating collectivity become convinced that they have been traumatized by a singular event. Only with this success can the audience for the traumatic claim be broadened to include other publics within the "society at large."
To reach an ever-widening audience, the speaker must be something of a "guru," in Barth's (1990) sense-a tireless teacher, willing to travel, spread the message, recruit followers, and hammer out consensus. John Kenner Fancher, in this light, was an American guru. Drawing liberally on his cousin's political capital, John Kenner set out to convince the Fancher family and anyone else who would listen that a "singular event" had indeed traumatized the people of northwestern Arkansas. For present purposes, we will simply say that victimization seems to be "good to think," in Levi-Strauss's famous phrase, and may be what Sperber (1996:67) calls a "susceptibility" at the heart of our social psychology.
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The second issue we have considered in this paper is the political management of historical memories. All such memories (if they are "memories") have been recovered and renovated, and may well have been manipulated to serve the purposes of a narrative performance. Yet the past is not an infinitely plastic resource to be molded to an agenda in the present (Appadurai 1981; Ortner 1990 ). "What happened leaves traces," as Trouillot (1995:29) puts it, "some of which are quite concrete-buildings, dead bodies, censuses, monuments, diaries, political boundaries-that limit the range and significance of any historical narrative." A successful narrative must take account of "all the right traces," while subtly weighting them according to both their credibility and the support they offer to a strategic agenda. This sets in motion an extremely selective process of remembrance, a process that continues with each act of cultural transmission (Barth 1987 Juanita Brooks and John Kenner Fancher both tried to revitalize historical memories, but they also collaborated to close off the process of remembrance. Having emerged from strikingly different backgrounds, they went on to confront quite different political landscapes. As a Mormon historian, Brooks could hardly avoid the suspicion of heresy. She had set out to remind a highly organized network of historically minded people that their ancestors (whether biological or spiritual) had committed an atrocity. Fancher, by comparison, was working in a vacuum. In the 1940s, there was little or no infrastructure for the carrier group, and its members were remote from the national media and the Mormon Church. The Richard Fancher Society provided the platform that would eventually link the carrier group to a wider audience. In this sense, John Kenner Fancher was a truly entrepreneurial figure. Yet the situation was even more complex than this would suggest. Just to begin the trauma process, Fancher had to break through the many layers of suffering that had been laid down by the Civil War and its aftermath. In a sense, Brooks faced the opposite problem, having to overcome the sense of triumph and comfortable modernity that had accompanied Utah statehood and the mainstreaming of Mormon culture. Yet she was also defending the interests of a disenfranchised group--the rural population of the southern Mormon frontier--that had long served as the last line of defense against an indictment of mass murder.
In this regard, Brooks made common cause with yet another schoolteacher, Ettie Lee. Of all the families of southern Utah, the Lees had carried more blame for the massacre than any other. As Brooks herself observed in her biography of Lee, "Small wonder that his grandchildren suffered slights and slurs, that courtships were quickly terminated and engagements broken off when young men learned the girls they had thought so desirable 
